A tRiAl on UnivERsity stUDEnts studies on personality-related Chinese adjectives suggest either a five-factor or seven-factor structure. in the current investigation, we selected a bigger adjective pool of personality-related adjectives, and tested them on the university students in northern, southern, Western and Eastern China. in study 1, we administered the the self-rating scales of the 650 adjectives in 610 subjects. five factors emerged clearly, and named as "intelligent", "Emotional", Conscientious", "Unsocial" and "Agreeable". We then selected 20 adjectives with highest target loadings for each factor to develop a short version of the self-report rating scales, the Chinese Adjective Descriptors of Personality (CADP). in study 2, we administered the 100-adjective CADP to 720 university students in the four areas of China. Again, five-factor structures were confirmed. loadings of the individual adjectives on the target factor were satisfactory, and the internal alphas for each personality scale were high. Most CADP scales were intercorrelated. There were, however, no significant gender differences in regard to CADP scales. The five-factor structures found in our report were comparable to the openness to Experiences (or intellect), neuroticism, Conscientiousness, Extraversion and Agreeableness found in other cultures. The normative data of the CADP is presented.
in the present investigation, we chose a bigger adjective pool from two Chinese dictionaries. subjects employed were students from 29 provinces or cities, currently studying in universities located in the four areas of China. our purposes were (1) to figure out whether there is an "emic" contribution to personality through Chinese adjectives, and (2) to select some adjectives with highest loadings on the target personality trait to form a short version of personality rating scales.
Study 1: Adjective Selection for self-report rating scales Methods seven of us (two women and five men; three PhD or MD holders and three PhD candidates in psychology) served as judges. two of us (sy and WH), selected more than 6000 personality adjectives from The Modern Chinese Dictionary and its supplements (beijing, The Commercial Publishing House, 1998) and A Chinese -English Dictionary, Revised Edition (beijing, foreign language teaching and Research Press, 1995). All synonyms were aggregated, the awkward, less-frequently used or slang adjectives were dropped. The resulting 650 adjectives were considered exhaustive, since no new words could be added. finally, these words were checked and approved by another three of us (WW, WC and DW) .
six hundred and ten university students (398 women, mean age 19.3 years with 1.1 sD, range 17-23 years; 202 men, mean age 19.6 years with 1.3 sD, range 17-25 years) were asked to rate themselves in referring to the 650 adjectives. They were not paid for their cooperation. All subjects were free from somatic or psychiatric illnesses, they were studying in the Eastern (Hangzhou), Western (taiyuan), northern (Haerbin) and southern (Haikou) parts of China, majoring in the Arts, Education, foreign languages, Mechanics, or Medicine.
They completed the ratings of themselves will reference to the 650 adjectives during evening classes or other quiet rooms, using the likert type scales: 1 -very unlike me, 2 -moderately unlike me, 3 -somewhat like and unlike me, 4 -moderately like me, 5 -very like me.
Statistics
The rating answers to the 650 adjectives by 610 subjects were submitted to Principal Component Analysis. The factor loadings were rotated orthogonally using the vaximax normalized method.
Results
Altogether 20 factors were extracted with eigenvalues larger than 1.0, the first five being most prominent. There was clearly a level-off from the sixth factor on. The first five factors accounted for 31.31% of the total variance. from the sixth factor on, no one can account for more than 1.78% of the total variance. table 1 presents the eigenvalues and the variance explained by the factors. A five-factor solution was therefore performed. The five factors were consecutively named as "intelligent", "Emotional", "Conscientious", "Unsocial" and "Agreeable".
After the varimax normalized rotation, the top 20 adjectives with highest loadings on the target factor and cross-loading below 0.40 on other non-target factors were obtained (table 2) . Altogether 100 adjectives were selected to form a short version of rating scales, called the Chinese Adjective Descriptors of Personality (CADP). After CADP was developed, it was administered to the adult university students (older than 18 years) in the Eastern (Hangzhou), Western (taiyuan), northern (Haerbin) and southern (Haikou) parts of China.
Subjects seven hundred and twenty university students (465 women, mean age 19.6 years with 1.1 sD, range18-23 years; 255 men, mean age 19.9 years with 1.1 sD, range 18-23 years) were asked to rate themselves will reference to 100 adjectives. Again, they were not paid for their cooperation. All subjects were free from somatic or psychiatric illnesses; they were majoring in Arts, Education, foreign languages, Mechanics, Modern Medicine, or traditional Chinese Medicine.
They completed the rating scales during evening classes or in other quiet rooms on-site, using the likert type scales: 1 -very unlike me, 2 -moderately unlike me, 3 -somewhat like and unlike me, 4 -moderately like me, 5 -very like me.
Statistics
The rating answers to the 100 adjectives in 720 subjects were submitted to Principal Component Analysis. The factor loadings were rotated orthogonally using the vaximax normalized methods. The internal reliability (Cronbach's alpha) of each scale was evaluated by the Reliability and item Analysis. The gender differences on the mean scores of individual scales were submitted to two-way AnovA plus Duncan's multiple new range test. Pearson's rank correlation test was used to search for possible relations within the scale scores and between them and subject's age. A P value less than 0.05 was considered to be significant.
Results
Altogether 15 factors were extracted with eigenvalues larger than 1.0, the first five were most prominent, and with a clearly leveling-off from the sixth factor on. The first five factors accounted for 19.89, 9.66, 7.00, 5.48 and 4.18% of the total variance respectively (altogether 46.22%). from the sixth factor on, no one can account for more than 2% of the total variance. The loadings of each item on the five factors are shown in table 3. based on 20 items for each factor, the respective Cronbach's alphas were satisfactory.
generally, loadings on the target factors were acceptable. The target loadings were positive, except for those on "Unsocial". There were, however, some crossloadings higher than .30. for instances, one item (Rude) targeted at "Unsocial" was loaded .39 on "Emotional". six items targeted at "Agreeable" (Honest and tolerant, 0.39; naïve, 0.41; simple and lenient, 0.41; Plain and honest, 0.47; faithful, 0.42; loyal, 0.41) were loaded highly on "Conscientious", one item (Kindhearted, 0.35) was loaded on "Unsocial" in an opposite way, and another item (Casual and obliging, -0.47) was also loaded on "Emotional" factor (table 3). Women and men scored similarly on the five scales (table 4). The scales were significantly intercorrelated except that, between "Emotional" and "Agreeable". "Conscientious" was correlated with "intelligent" (r =0.45) and with "Agreeable" (r = 0.42) in a moderate way (table 5) . When the five scales were treated as repeated measures, two-AnovA did not detect any gender differences (main effect, f(1,718) = 0.54, p = 0.46). The subject's age was significantly, but weakly, correlated with "Conscientious" (n = 720, r = 0.13, p <0.001) only. no other meaningful correlations were found in the study. Discussion through analyzing the 650 personality-related Chinese adjectives in study 1, we have found clearly a five-factor model of personality traits, labeled as "intelligent", "Emotional", "Conscientious", "Unsocial" and "Agreeable". in study 2, using the 100-adjective CADP, the five-factor model was again confirmed. Most inter-scale correlations of CADP were significant, especially those between "Conscientious" and "intelligent" or "Agreeable". our report, therefore, is in accordance with the adjective approach conducted in other languages. Moreover, we did not detect any gender differences on the five CADP scales, consistent with results of other researchers (guenole & Chernyshenko, 2005; gomez, 2006) . the first Chinese personality factor, named as "intelligent", representing the talented, competent, and creative features, corresponds partly to openness to Experiences (Costa & McCrae, 1994) , intellectual Abilities (Rudowicz & yue, 2002) , and Capacity (Wang & Cui, 2004) . in accordance with the suggestion that intelligence (or openness to Experiences) is a trait dimension that affects nearly every aspect of the individual's life (Costa & McCrae, 1994) , subjects in our study had a tendency to evaluate intelligence to be an important aspect of personality (accounted for 19.89% of the total variance).
the second factor, "Emotional", representing temperamental, straightforward, and impatient traits, corresponds partly to neuroticism (Costa & McCrae, 1994) or Emotionality (Wang & Cui, 2004) . Although Chinese people were once considered as more emotionally reserved (song, 1985) , subjects in our study still thought that the emotional aspect contributed to personality. this phenomenon is in accordance with the results using the questionnaires. the third factor, "Conscientious", representing diligent, steadfast, and persistent capacities, corresponds to Discipline or Dutifulness (Rudowicz & yue, 2002) , and Ways of life (Wang & Cui, 2004) . this is in line with modern personality theory, that human potential and will are an important outgrowth of the human trait (Averill, 1997) . in the Chinese tradition, both parents and teachers place much emphasis on nurturing self-discipline and responsibility in the young, and connected them with moral reality (yang, 1990) . the fourth factor, "Unsocial", representing stupid, dull or inflexible characters, corresponds partly to the negative poles of Extraversion (Costa & McCrae, 1994) , social life (Rudowicz & yue, 2002) or Extraversion (Wang & Cui, 2004) . Chinese students recognized unsocial behaviors and avoided using them to describe themselves. traditionally, the Chinese social system is rather rigid and defensive, and would discourage independence (Dunn et al., 1988) . Conversely, in the current transition period of Chinese society, when a peer is asked to evaluate a person, he or she would add an opinion of whether the person functions well in the social and cultural domains. but when compared with adjectives in other cultures, we could see that "Unsocial" was not unique to the Chinese culture, therefore it cannot be viewed as an emic contribution to the Chinese personality.
the fifth factor, "Agreeable", representing gentle, docile or obedient aspects, corresponds partly to Agreeableness (Costa & McCrae, 1994) , obedience or social acceptance (Rudowicz & yue, 2002) , and Kindness in Human Relations (Wang & Cui 2004) . When referring to virtue, both empathy and serenity are considered (Cawley et al., 2000) . this is also the case in China, as obedience, quiet and patience are frequently emphasized in the primary schools (song, 1985; yang, 1990) . Moreover, studies of Chinese organizational behavior reveal that employees are selected mostly on the basis of the applicants' obedience to current employers (Redding & Wong, 1986; Cross & Markus, 1999) . nowadays in China, job-seeking behavior, and the problems frequently encountered, would feedback the cognition of self-training, consequently the personality trait construction.
Although traits distinguish one individual from another, many of them work together when a person is facing challenges (McCrae and Costa, 1996) . in a Chinese family and in society, people also think this way, since self-discipline, motivation, obedience, and social adaptation are always emphasized and linked together, these qualities are important to evaluate a person's capacity or professional success (song, 1985; yang, 1990) . this helps to explain why "Conscientious" was moderately correlated with "intelligent" and "Agreeable" found in our study. for instance, seven out of 20 adjectives on "Agreeable" were loaded highly on "Conscientious".
in conclusion, the five-factor structures of personality in China were confirmed through the lexicon approach, and these basic structures were similar to the "etic" statement-questionnaire results. since no personality trait was found unique, our study supports the idea that personality is independent of cultures (McCrae & Costa, 1997) . since the adjective checklist has been employed in the basic measure and in clinical researches (loehlin et al., 1998; Craig & olson, 2001) , the short-version of CADP might also be tried in China. furthermore, we might conduct a comparative study of CADP and questionnaires measuring disordered personality, to figure out when Chinese adjective descriptors are related to personality dysfunctions.
